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Commissioner for Patents 
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Dear Sir: 

This reply brief, filed pursuant to 37. C.F.R. § 41.41, is in response to the Examiner's 
Response, mailed in this case on November 2, 2005. Should the Primary Examiner not find 
the comments contained herein persuasive, acknowledgement of receipt and entry of this 
Reply Brief is requested. 

The fees required under § 1.17(c) and any required petition for extension of time for 
filing this brief and fees therefor, if any, are dealt with in the accompanying 
TRANSMITTAL OF REPLY BRIEF. 
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I. Reply to Examiner's Answer 

A. Reply to Examiner's Response Regarding Claims 1-4 

II. Conclusion 

The final page of this brief bears the attorney's signature. 
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I. REPLY TO EXAMINER'S ANSWER 

The Examiner has selected to respond only to Appellant's arguments with regard to 
claims 1-4. Based on a review of the Examiner's Answer, Appellant stands by and reasserts 
the arguments in support of the Ground advanced in the Appellant's Brief. However, 
comments are submitted herewith in reply to the Examiner's responsive arguments. 

A Reply to Examiner's Response Regarding Claims 1-4 

In his Answer, the Examiner selected only to respond to Appellant's arguments with 
regard to claims 1-4. In particular, the Examiner asserts that claims 1-4 are fully anticipated 
by the teachings of U.S. Patent No. 5,835,768 to Miller, et al., (hereinafter {Miller), 

Claim 1 requires, "an algorithm for determining ones of said cultural attributes to 
communicate to said client application The "cultural attributes" of claim 1 are defined 
by a user profile stored in memory of the claimed computer system. Explicitly, claim 1 
states, "a user profile stored in a memory of said computer system for defining cultural 
attributes The Examiner attempts to apply Miller to meet each of the limitations of 
claim 1. However, Appellant respectfully asserts that the Examiner's application of Miller is 
incorrect. 

Miller describes a complex set of attributes and processes that make up its patented 
system. It is understandable that the Examiner has mistakenly applied its teachings. 
However, when carefully considered, Appellant asserts that Miller does not teach or suggest 
the elements asserted by the Examiner. 

As noted by the Examiner, Miller defines a user's localized information, which 
arguably could correspond to the cultural attributes of claim 1. Col. 5, Ins 29-31; see also 
Examiner's Answer, p. 3. This localized information is collectively referred to in Miller as a 
"locale," which includes six independent locale categories that define such features as 
character mapping, monetary formatting, and the like. Col. 5, Ins 25-26; see also Examiner' 
Answer, p. 3. Thus, the concept of the "locale" could arguably correspond to the user profile 
of claim 1, since the user profile defines the cultural attributes. However, this is where 
Miller ceases any teaching or suggestion of the limitations of claim 1. 
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The Examiner incorrectly asserts that Miller discloses a method for determining 
which cultural attributes to communicate to the client program. Examiner's Answer, p. 4. In 
the first part of his argument, the Examiner states that the "set locale" function of Miller 
corresponds to the algorithm for determining required by claim 1. Examiner's Answer, p. 4. 
The "set locale" function of Miller is the operation that the application calls when a "locale" 
is changed. Col. 5, In 62 - Col. 6, In 51. As noted above, since the "locale" includes the 
cultural attributes that represent the user's localized information or preference (Col. 5, Ins 29- 
31), each "locale" includes an entire set of cultural attributes as "selected" or defined by the 
user (Col. 5, Ins 25-26). The file referred to by the Examiner as the "locale" from Column 5, 
lines 45-47 is actually a source code file that contains the source code necessary to 
implement the entire locale "available for selection by the user," which includes the six 
locale categories making up the locale. Col. 5, Ins 43-45. (emphasis added.) These source 
code files are then compiled into object code files representing each selectable locale and 
stored in a permanent locale database. Col. 5, Ins 56-61. 

The "set locale" function makes a specific call to retrieve a specific one of those 
object code files from the locale database for implementing the six locale categories of the 
selected locale. Col. 5, In 62 - Col. 6, In 9. Miller does not teach or suggest that an 
algorithm is used to determine which of the locale categories (i.e, cultural attributes) that 
make up the locale is to be communicated to the application. Miller does not even teach or 
suggest that an algorithm is used to determine which locale is to be communicated to the 
application. Miller teaches that "the name of the user's specified locale" is passed to the "set 
locale" function. Col. 5, Ins 66-67. Thus, Miller teaches that the application attributes can 
only be changed if the exact name of the user's specified locale is selected for installation. 

In the second part of his argument, the Examiner quotes from Miller stating, "The 
value of the relevant locale category is then determined." Examiner's Answer, p. 4; see also 
Col. 6, In 55. However, this "determination" from Miller has nothing to do with determining 
which of the cultural attributes to communicate to the client application for configuring that 
application. This selected quotation from Miller describes the operation of the application 
after the specific locale has been set by the "set locale" function. Col. 6, Ins 52-60. When 
the application initiates a program call that requires presentation or processing of data 
provided by the user, the application must determine the value that the locale has set for the 
locale category in order to format that data according to the specifics of the locale category. 
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Col. 6, Ins 52-60. The cultural attributes are already set into the application; the application 
only needs to determine the values of those cultural attributes to format the data accordingly. 

Appellant, therefore, re-asserts that Miller does not teach or even suggest that an 
algorithm is used to determine ones of the cultural attributes to communicate to the 
application in order to configure the application according to the determined cultural 
attributes. Accordingly, Appellant respectfully requests that the Examiner's 35 U.S.C. § 
102(b) rejection of record with respect to claim 1 be overruled. 

In response to the Examiner's statements regarding dependent claims 2-4, Appellant 
asserts that dependent claims 2-4 depend either directly or indirectly from claim 1, and thus 
inherit all the limitations of that independent claim. Consequently, Miller also fails to teach 
every element of dependent claims 2-4. Accordingly, Appellant respectfully requests that the 
Examiner's 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) rejection of record be overruled. 

II. CONCLUSION 

Based on the foregoing remarks and arguments, Appellant respectfully submits that 
claims 1-20 are patentable under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b). Reversal of the rejections is 
courteously requested. 
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